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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's response to tine last office action, filed October 15, 2007 has been 
entered and made of record. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 7 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-2, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pittel (US 7,257,255) in view of Okumura (US 5,878,156). 

(1) Regarding claims 1 and 7: 
Pittel teaches a mobile communication terminal (cellular phone) (12 in Fig. 1, col. 1, 
lines 22-23, and col. 3, lines 58), and method comprising: 

a photographic apparatus (digital camera) connected to the terminal (14 in Fig. 1, 
col. 3, lines 3-4 and lines 58-59); 

an Image processing unit for processing Images produced by the photographic 
apparatus (col. 3, lines 6-7), wherein control information is developed responsive to 
movement occurring in the images (communication of the hand motion) (col. 3, lines 7- 
8); and 
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an operational controlling unit for corresponding an operational function of tlie 
terminal to the control information (controlling the information based on the hand 
motion) (col. 2, lines 15-17); 

Pittel do not teach explicitly wherein a first image is produced from an object 
having a first and second categorical features and a second image is produced from the 
object of the first image, such that a first value is attribute to a first midpoint of the first 
categorical feature and a second value is attribute to the second categorical feature. 

Okumura, teaches a detection of the open/closed state of eyes based on 
analysis of relation between eye and eyebrow images in input face images, wherein a 
first image (rectangular face-image template) is produced (10 in Fig. 4, col. 6, lines 34- 
36) from an object (face image) (9 in Fig. 3, col. 6, lines ) having a first (eyes) and 
second categorical features (eye brow) (as shown in Fig. 4, the rectangular face-image 
template has an eyes and eyebrow) (col. 6, lines 30-46) and a second image (eye brow) 
is produced from the object of the first image(face image) (15 in Fig. 8) (col. 7, lines 18- 
19), such that a first value (the center value x) is attribute to a first midpoint (centroid) of 
the first categorical feature (eye) (Fig. 9, lines 28-42) and a second value (eyebrow 
centroid) is attribute to the second categorical feature (eyebrow) (col. 1 1 , lines 41-44). 

It is desirable to detect the open or closed state of an aye at higher precision. 
The Okumura's approach, where attributing a value to a midpoint of the eyes is to 
achieve this goal. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention, to apply the Okumura teaching, where attributing a 
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value to a midpoint of tlie eyes, with the Pittel teaching, because such combination 
detects the open or closed state of an aye at higher precision (col. 3, lines 10-12). 
(2) Regarding claim 2: 

The combination Pittel and Okumura teaches the parental claim 1 . Furthermore, 
Okumura teaches the comparing of at least one initialization value (the measured 
distance between the centroid) with at least one corresponding value from the control 
information (reference distance of the threshold) (col. 7, lines 59-61). 

5. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pittel and 
Okumura, as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Hama (US-PGPUB 
2004/0242280) 

The combination Pittel and Okumura teaches the parental claim 2. However, the 
combination do not teach the system, where the user sets the initialization value. 

Hama, in analogous environment, teaches a communication terminal system, 
where the user sets the value of the upper limit for the length of space character 
sequence (initialization value) (paragraph [0050], lines 1-3). 

It is desirable to have a system, where the receiver of the message is able to 
easily read the message without experiencing inconvenience such as having to 
frequently scroll the display. The Hama's approach, where the user sets the value of the 
upper limit for the length of space character sequence is to achieve this goal. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, to apply the Hama's teaching, where the user sets the value of the upper limit 
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for the length of space character sequence, with the combination Pittel and Okumura, 
because such in feature the receiver of the message is able to easily read the message 
without experiencing inconvenience such as having to frequently scroll the display 
(paragraph [0005]). 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pittel and 
Okumura, as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Lee et al. (US 6,542,625). 

The combination Pittel and Okumura teaches the parental claim 2. However, the 
combination Pittel and Okumura do not teach explicitly the detecting of first difference 
between the at least one initialization value and the at least one corresponding value. 

Lee et al., in analogous environment, teach a method of detection a specific 
objects in an image signal, where detecting a difference between the gray value of 
certain pixel in frame at time t (one initialization value), and the gray value of a 
corresponding pixel of the same position at time t' (one corresponding value). 

It is desirable to detect a specific object in an image signal, both efficiently and 
accurately. The Lee's approach, where detecting the difference between two values is 
to achieve this goal. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention, to apply the Lee et al. teaching, where detecting 
the difference between two values, with the combination Pittel and Okumura, because 
such feature detects a specific object in an image signal, both efficiently and accurately 
(col. 2, lines 10-12). 
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7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pittel, 
Okumura, Lee et al., as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Alvarez (US- 
PGPUB 2004/0012722). 

The combination Pittel, Okumura, Lee et al. teaches the parental claim 4. 
However, the combination Pittel, Okumura, Lee et al. does not teach the at least one 
corresponding value processed from the image. 

Alvarez, teaches the system, where a motion detector responsive to differences 
between the first values (initialization value) and pixel second values processed by the 
apparatus (corresponding value processed from the image) (paragraph [0007], lines 6- 
12). 

It is desirable to have the motion detection that is simpler and as effective as 
implementation using block motion estimation. The Alvarez's approach, where the 
system comprises the difference between values and there corresponding values 
processed by an apparatus is to achieve this goal. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to apply the 
Alvarez teaching, where the system comprises the difference between values and there 
corresponding values processed by an apparatus, with the combination Pittel, Okumura, 
Lee et al., because such feature has the motion detection that is simpler and as 
effective as implementation using block motion estimation (paragraph [0088]). 
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8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pittel, 
Okumura, Lee et al., and Alvarez, as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of 
Liljegren (US 6,230,032). 

The combination Pittel, Okumura, Lee et al., and Alvarez teaches the parental 
claim 5. However, the combination Pittel, Okumura, Lee et a!., and Alvarez do not teach 
explicitly the system, wherein the user sets a first operational function of the terminal to 
correspond to the first difference. 

Liljegren teaches the system, where the user sets a first operational function 
(operation "YES") of the terminal to correspond to the first difference (difference 
between references values) (col. 10, lines 55-63). 

It is desirable to have an easy and economic system to implement in a terminal 
having many other functions. The Liljegren's approach, where the user sets a function 
"yes" to correspond to the difference between reference value is to achieve this goal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention, to apply the Liljegren teaching, with the combination Pittel, Okumura, 
Lee et al., and Alvarez, because such feature has an easy and economic system to 
implement in a terminal having many other functions (col. 4, lines 12-13). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 8 and 9 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Application/Control Number: 10/736,959 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2624 

Independent claim 10 is allowable over the prior art of record. 
Claims 15, and 16 depend from claim 10, therefore, are allowable. 

Independent claim 10, recites the limitation of: 
"wherein the producing the second image further comprises: 
attributing a first value to a first midpoint located between the eyes 
attributing a second value to a second midpoint located between a pair of 
shoulders, 

attributing a first comprehensive value to a vector drawn through the first and 
second midpoint; and 

attributing a second comprehensive value to an angle formed by the vector and a 
horizontal line joining the shoulders". 

The combination of these features as cited In the claims with other limitations of 
the claims, are neither disclosed nor suggested by the prior art of record. 

The closest reference of US-PGPUB 2003/0063778 to Rowe et al. discloses a 
method for operating a mobile communication terminal. However, this reference either 
by Itself or by combination with other references does not teach the above recited 
limitations. 
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Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated tine new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Contact Information: 
1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Amara Abdi whose telephone number is (571)270-1670. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:00 Am to 4:00 PM 
E.T.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jingge Wu can be reached on (571) 272-7429. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jingge Wu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



/Amara Abdi/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



